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ABSTRACT 

This paper argues that -.he structure of ac 
provides the basis for a model of scho . . organization and 
on student outcomes. The observation is presented that it 
the context of daily activities that teachers and students 
judgments about themselves and others, interact and form s 
and experience social Sanctions. It is stated that the str 
activities shapes the student's exposure to particular cur 
contents, the distribution and use of resources, the pedag 
•decisions that teachers make^ and the excercise of teacher 
These, it is asserted, affect what children learn. The bas 
activity structures model in other work on social organiza 
efforts are identified* Elements of the model are specifie 
different levels of schooling and the relationship between 
structure of activities and other aspects of the schooling 
environment -in described. Finally, associations are drawn 
specific stuuent outcomes and characteristic activity stru 
(Author/APM) 



ti vitiss 
its effects 
is witiiin 

make 
Dcial ties, 
u.cture of 
ciculam 
7gical 

authority, 
es for this 
tion 
i for 

the 

betweei 
ctures. 



ACTIVITY STRUCTURES AN.^ STUDENT OUTCOMES 



Steven T. Bossert 

Department of Sociology 
University* of Michigan 



December, J 977 



repared for the National Institute cf Education's Conference 
on School^Organization and Effects, January, 1978. 



us DEPARTMENT Or HEALTH. 
E DUCATION 4 WELFARE 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
EDUCATION 

THIS DOCUMENT HAS 8EEM REPflO- \ 

OUCEO EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM , 

THE PERSON on ORGANIZATION ORIGIN" | 

ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS ! 

STATED DO NOT NcCESSA/JLY REPREl- | 

SENT OFriC»AL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ^ 
EOUCAT'ON POSITION OR POLICY 



•'PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS 
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 



TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES^iT* 
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)." 



Relationships betwsssn the structural properttes of schccils and 
classrooms and student ont comes have been extremely elusiv fir educational 
researchers. Scrrrol errv ronments have been described al terr^ci vely as 
structures of resources,, roles, expectations, valuesj> and rrbal exchanges; 
yet, variations in these properties have not been determir rely II inked to 
students' achievements, attltuoas, normative orjentat ions, o-* behavior 
patterns. This need not imply that schools, as organizations, have no 
effect on their students. Part of the impotence of past research can be 
attributed to the inappropriate aggregation of data. For example^ when 
resources are considered as characteristics of schools, substantial within- 
school variations and interaction effects are ignored. Much of the research 
on school structures has not specified variables that adequately represent 
the settings in which learning actual lyoccurs* ^ A related problem pertains 
to the lack of specification of processes by which structural properties 
attain their effects. Mechanisms that link environment characteristics to 
specific outcomes are rarely examined. For example, studies of value 
structures (climates) have not analysed the conditions in which values 
supposedly shape attitudes and behavior, where the sal ience of values and 
their meanings for concrete action are determined*^ Consequently, the 
relationships among structural elements and processes, particularly the 
attenuating effects that one may have on another, have not been exami need. 
These problems derive from the lack of penetration into the workings of. 
the school . J^^The school ing envi ronment , whether It is the classroom, 
curriculuiTi track, or entire schoo?, usually is treated as a "black box*' 
or as a^highly individualized and fragmented system of dyadic exchanges. 
There is a need, therefore, for models that specificy the social Organization 
of schooling processes and the linkages between particular structural elements 



and specific s:ti3dent ontcxmes- 

(n thii^ paper, ! shsul sraue that the srtructure of activities provides 
the basis fcr a model of sichcol organ izat ioxr and its effects on tudent 
outcomes* ^ni:^ view rests or^; the simple. ob:=srva t ioj. ihat it is within the 
context of daily octiviittes tbsl taachers anrd students make judgments 
about themselves and otns^, ir:r3:;~3Ct and' form social ties, and experience 
social sanctions. The structure X3f acttvitfes shapes the student^s 
exposure to particular currrciriliUTr intents, rhe distribution and use of 
resources, the pedagogical decJsrrrs that teachers make, the meaning and 
effect of social influence, and exercise of teacher authority. These, 

in turnj, affect what children learn. I will try to Identify the bases of 
this activity structures model in other work on social organization effects, 
specify elements of the model for different levels of schooling, describe 
the relationship between the structure of activities and other aspects of 
the schooling environment, and make linkages between specific student out- 
comes and characteristic activity structures. 

Bases of an ActFvlty Structures Perspective ~ 

An activity structures perspective is rooted in several traditions. 
In part, the idea that recurrent activities shape the development of. the 
social self underlies most of the behavioral sciences. To the extent that 
it orients attention and behavior to the accomplishment of a course of 
action, an, actjvity molds the way in which individuals experience their 
environment, others, and themselves. • Social^ experience is^mbodied in the^ 
meanings that phenomena have for the actor. Since an activity entails a 
temporal ordering of and relationship among phenomena, it structures 
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and objects. The acquisition of shared meanings Is fundamental to the 
process of socialization (particularly as described hy the symbolic 
Interactionist and phenomenoJogical traditions^). Shared meanings result 
from interrelationships that develop among individuals as they define 
and react to things In a reciprocal manner. Recurrent, shared activities 
provide the context in which these interrelationships develop. ' The know- 
ledge and norms-- sets of shared meanings of objects and act ions— -that 
people acquire, then, are determined by the structure of activities as it 
orders the types of shared experiences and meanings available to Individuals 
The social ization outcomes of any social organization arise from its 
structuring of activities. 

The impact of common, recurrent social experiences has been' 
most closely studied by Breer and Locke (I965). Their analysis of the 
effects of task activities on the formation of ^attitudes, values, and 
beliefs centers on how the form of the task, not its content, affects 
behavioral orientations. They argue that in doing a task certain patterns 
of behavior have a higher instrumental reward value than others. That is, 
particular forms of action are more likely than others to be successful 
fo^r the completion of the task. An individual will recognize the instru- 
mental value of certain patterns of behavior and develop coping strategies, 
or task specific norms, based on these patterns to insure success. Social 
reinforcement also affects the development of these coping strategies. 
Common task experiences generate collectively defined task norms which are 
reinforced through group sanctions. 

o 
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Breer and Locke further argue that successful coping strategies 
generalize first to similar task situations and then to a variety of 
activities^ Induction occurs through continued reinforcement of task 
specific norms. The success of particular patterns of behavior heightens 
their cognitive desi rabi I i ty, transforming the task specific orientation 
into a preference for completing similar tasks in a similar way. 
Continued reinforcement causes this preference to become more abstract 
and removed from the original task activity until It becomes a basic 
orientation to action. Thus, general norms of conduct arise from 
xlpecific patterns of behavior associated with common, recurrent activities.- 

This process can be illustrated by the following example. An 
individual is involved in a series of tasks that entaI^l;^i,cooperat ion ^ 
among group members. Cooperative behavior Is reinforced by the successful 
eCompletion of each task and by group members as they develop task specific 
work strategies involving cooperation. Task norms develop, embodying the 
notion that cooperation is instrumental to task success, desirable, and 
preferable to other actions. ' If the individual is involved In other 
group activities, the cooperation norm is likely to be applied to these 
situations as well. The . cont inued success of cooperative behavior trans- 
forms the task specific norm into a general preference for . cooperative 
behavior in all situations.^ 

Bcjeer and Locke's argument clearly relies on. social Ifearning and 
attitude formation theories, especially for the effects of social 



re±nfor cement. Their treotment of the 1 Jnks between t~sk and ;~=£i>£>rd 
structures, hs:weysr, gass'beybnd a typical examt nation of t^•r . erorral 
ordering of s=:t5 and saartions. A conceptualization of task ^ perience 
focuses attent ion not only on the structure of a .particu:I=- t: sk biit 
also on the irganization of all activities experienced by *n- ndividual . 
While behavlsxsl orientations are generated by the propertl-^ of specific 
activities. 'is the organ izat ion of the task envf ronmenr., especially 
the correspcnifence among task situations., that affects the generalization 
of norms, ^iie form and structuring of task situations, well as the 
concomitant patterning of social relations in them, determine the outcomes 
o'f^soc-i-a^~B:qi"eTience^ 

The relationships between the structure of activities, patterns' of 
social interaction, normative orientations of group members, and product ir 
vityhave been illustrated in numerous studies of industrial work groups* 
Homans (1950), for example, has .shown that orientations toward wbrk and 
productivity ncTms are formed and reinforced in the small clique groups 
that develop among coworkers. The organization of tasks influences the 
nature of these relationships and, hence, affects the development of 
these norms. Roy (1952) and Borgatta and Bales (1953) describe similar 
structural effects^ on involvement and work norms In the i r studies of 
small task groups. 

Sayles' (1958) analyses of collective action in industrial work settings 
discloses several important characteristics of activity structures. He 



founr: that. 1:he relatiorr between memberis prescribed by the f lov^/^f work 
procs^s ST!re:*a critical vairlable shaping the internal social sysxems of 
a gnnu*-^' 0958, p.k2). Variatfbns anwng factory settings in terms of. 
the-s of work groups, the essentialness of a gcoup*s function withsn 
the::z:rgH:- • zat ion, and the extei^t of worker judgnient In completing group 
tas:::3 accc^^ted for differences in group cohesion, interdependence among 
workers, ssnd propensity towarc collective action* The division of labor 
within th::: task group was ^af\ important factor. When workers completed z 
ccnroon task in a sUngle work area, collective work nornis L^d group 
acr:^ vi ties were common. Where the* division of labor was extensive^ 
separating or iel iminating workers engaged in common tasks^ concerted 
grcup activity and collective orientations were less* likely to develop. 

Similar relationships are described in Woodward's (1958) analysis 
of the^effect of industrial technology on management--worker conf 1 ict > in 
Blau's (1955) studies of supervision and work group relations, and in 
Miller and Hamblin's (I963) examination of work group productivity and 
competition. The task structure, by shaping the recurrent conditions 
In which group members interact and form social ties, affects the 
formation of group attitudes and values^ 

Schools and classrooms also can be described in terms of their 
characteristic structure of activities. While traditional educational 
research has largely ignored this, schooling outcomes may be attributable 
to the ways in which activities structure students' and teachers* actions. 



Studies of *'c1assrcx)m behavior settings" provide sons criues. Using 
behavioral records of classroom interaction, Gump (1367) found that 
levels of teacher control and pupil work involvemenr were related to 
the type of instructional activity used. During s^lwork and whole 
class recitation, teachers were considerably more coTrtrol oriented 
and dominative tha^i^ during small group projects or r^Ksding circle. 
Students* work involvement as wall as their cooperative behavior 
were higher in small group activities than in seatwork or recitattor:- 
Gump's study substantiated two earlier attempts to relate classroom 
activities to pupil and teacher behavior (Kowatrakul 095SQ and 
Hughes []955J)but did not analy;?.e why variations in behavior patterns 
derive from Jiertain patterns of activity, nor did it examine if these 
produced different york orientations in students. 

j In their study of a medical school, Becker, Geer and Hughes (I36I) 
demonstrate the ways in which activity structures affect professional 
orientations. The actfvity structure at the school was embodied in 
the curriculum itself. Students worked on identical tasks, often in 
small groups, and under great time pressures to absorb the large 
quantities of the factual material presented. The col lect i ve 
experience of common activities fostere^d collaborative relationships 
among students and heightened^group solidarity. This l^d to the 
development of collective definitions of and solutions to common 
problems, thus buffering competition and generating cooperative work 
norms. As a group, students defined what was important to learn. 



how to meet the CBmands of work, and the appropriate emotional Involve- 
ment to be given to certain tasks. • The common, collective nature of 
activities and their pacing set determinate problems for the students 

and shaped the collective solutions ava'ilable to them- Professional 

f ■ ' ' 

norms were ro^tediin these collective solutions- and, hence, can be 

attributable to the effects of the activity structure. 

On a theoretical level , Dreeben (I968) and Bidwell (1972) have 

examined how the normative (moral) outcomes of schooling result from the 

structure of recurrent activities. Dreeben contends that what children 

learn derived from the nature of daily^ task experiences. Characteristics 

of the task environment, such as the boundaries and size of social 

groupings, the duration of social relationshlpSy the relative numbers 

of adults \o nonadults, the degree of homogeneity In members' social 

charrcteristics, and the extent to which members can observe each _ 

others' actions, shape behavior and the opportunities for' interaction. 

Learning social norms occurs as children develop coping strategies to 

handle specific task sistuatlons and as these are generalized to other 

act ivi ties (following the processes described by Breer and Locke (1965) s 

see above). Since institutions have characteristic structures of 

activities which involve different tasks, constraints on actions, and 

oppcrtunitiej). for interaction, participation In one is likely to produce 

different outcomes from participation in another. For these reasons, 

Dreeben- argues that the family and school instill different forms. \ 



Although Dreeben does not consider the structural variations within 
an Institution, BidWel 1 extends this model ^o suggest how schools and parts 
of schools (e.g., classrooms and currlctjlum tracks) may produce different 
NjOormatlve outcomes. He argues^tliat^^haracter ist i c school act ivi ties exemp] ify 
moral principles and provide moral mearHs(Tg to required behavior. This 
results. In part, from the way in which activities structure opportunities 
for interpersonal and within group comparis'bns. Interpersonal influence 
and other forms of social control are framed by the activity. The nature 
of interdependencies among group members, specified by the activity form 
Itself, can either heighten or diffuse the impact of social control. 
Moreovery the meanings assdfeiated with expected behavior are hot generated 
, f rom sanctions alone, but from the consequences that appropriate conduct 
have for the completion of the specific activity. For efxample, learning 
to wait for one^s turn in a class recitation results from the child's 
realization that the activity itself erttails turn-taking and not sirr.ply 
from the experience of social sanctions. Bidwell contends that learning 
commitments to forms"of social relations associated with specific 
activities precedes the development of general mors-l commitments, the 
latter arising from^he genera] Szat ion of experience ^^n task structures. 
To the extent that schools and classrooms have distinct ive Structures ^ 
of activities, they should engender in children different moral commitmertts. 

Two recent studies of variations In schooling environments Indicate 
the promise of this approach: In elemerttary school classrooms that" employed 



distinctive patterns of instructional activities, Bossert (fertln-uiiiiiiy) 
found that children developed different norms of peer cooperation and 
competition.' And, White (197B) noted that variations in the professional 
orientations of students from two elite business schools were linked to 
differences^^in the structure ot actlvsties embodied in the schools''' 
instructional and "social" curricula. In both studies, the forms^jof 
social relations .that developed within the context of particular patterns 
of activities provided the basis for norm learning. 

This* brief overview suggests some of the basic properties of an 
activity structures model. Simply put, an activity shapes an Individual's 
experience by ordering the temporal and reciprocal relations among 
phenomena and actions. T.iese activity experi^ences constitute an individual 
stock of knowledge and form the basis for the formation of attitudes and 
behavioral orientations. The latter process occurs in two ways. Certain • 

action? have a higher instrumental . reward value for the act i vi ty. and , 

■ -■■'."« 

when enacted, ^are reini'orced by the experience of success. Successful 
forms of behavior become coping strategies, or activity spec;f.ic norms, 
which' govern' subsequent action in the activity, further shaping how 
the individjual experiences his environment. In addit Ion, -the structure 
of a^n activity, through ips specification of behavioral patterns, affects 
the nature bf social interation within the activity setting. Patterns 
of social relations shape the impact of interpersonal Influence attempts 
and sofial control and, hence, affect an Individuals'-' assessment , of his 



own and others* conduct. Behavorial orientations become subject to group 
control In cjctivlties that foster the development of collective 
definitions of action^ Thus^ an activity may t^ntall both autotelic and 
social reinforcement of behavior In ^ cresclve fashion. The structure 
of activities determines the extent that an Individual encounters similar 
or different activity situations, and this influences the degree Zo which 
activity specific norms become general norms of conduct. 

An activity structures model, therefore, includes several basic 
properties. Elemental are thf forms of behavior which constitute the 
activity Itself. While activities may vary in their degree of behavioral 
specificity — the number of different ways of doing the Sc activity — and 
in the complex! ty of patterns of action, these basic forms of behavior 
are identifiable.^ Yeti whatever behavioralopt ions are available, some 
are more instrumental than others. Therefore, the reward structure , 
embodied in the activity is fin important factor. The autotelic effects • 
on behavior of an activity's structure result from the temporal ordering, 
of reinforcements arid actions. The sequencing of rewards or punishments 
In relation to behavior generate the characteristic coping strategies 
associated with the actlvity.7 Moreover, since social reinforcement 
also may contribute to the development of behavioral patterns, the 
collective character of the activity must be considered. Among other 
things, activities differ in the number of people involved, the internal 
division of labor (e.g., whether everyone is doing the same thing or doing 



different, coordinated tasks), and the degree to which group , members can 
choose among behavioral options* Besides setting determinate constraints 
on behavior di rectly, through the patterning of social interaction, these 
characteristics shape the developrpent and impact of collective definitions, 
coping strategies, and social sanctioning. The nature of social relations 
in an activity thus has important effects on an individual 's orientation 
to certain patterns of conduct. The consequences of these factors reside , 
in the way an individual experiences his environment, others, and self In 
participating In the activity. These experiences constitute part of the 
Individual's Icnowledge of the activity setting and orient future behavior. 

While the a;::^ove discussion does not represent a systematic or 
comprehensive outline of a theory of activity structure. It does Illuminate 
so^nn of the important elements and processes of this approach to organi- 
zational effects. The task in the remainder of the paper Is to examine 
how these no'cions apply to schools. What are the factors th^t typify 
different activity structures within schools and classrooms? Do the 
knowledge and normative orientations that students acqui re in schools 
result from the way In which characteristic activities structure their 
experiences of the envi ronment , others, and themselves? Can the^effects 
of participating in (different schooling environments be explained by 
differences in their activity structures? ^ 

To answer these questions and begin building a model of the organ!- 
zationjDf schooling activities, the analysis presented will draw on 
current research and conceptualizations of schooling processes as well 



as on other social science research to Indicate fruitful relationships 
between activity structurei^, socialization and learning processes^ and * 
schooling outcomes. A sorr^^hat arbitrary separation between the processes 
associated with technical and with moral soci Izat Ion shall be made,^ 
The structures and processes that produce each type of outconie will be 
considered separately. This is artificial because the activity structure 
is likely to operate in both realms simultaneously and because the moral 
and technical outcomes of schooling are inextricably linked; the former 
contributing to the motivational elements that engender the latter^ and 
the latter providing the content of the former. However, some of the 
interactions between these will be discussed In a later section. The 
resulting Jnodel will be Incomplete, but It should provide a sense of 
the promise of an activity structure analysis of schooling processes 
and outcomes;. 

Activity Structures and Technical Socialization 
In thinking about how schooling environments affect the knowledge 
and skills children do or do not learn, the curriculum Is likely to 
come to mind. It consists of a set of subjects or contents which 
students are supposed to master through the development of requisite 
skills and knowledge. Quite simply, what students are exposed to should 
affect what they learn. 9 Yet, the structure and methods used to transmit 
the content -of the curriculum and to facilitate the development of required 
skills also are important determinants of learning. Although curriculum 
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structure usuaMy refers to the logical relations among the concepts, 
skills, propositions and attitudes that comprise the Intended outciomes 
of school ing,^lO practice, the curriculum consists of. the temporal 
ordering of activities and of labels that categorize the activities* 
functions. Students (and probably teachers) experience the curriculum 
as a set of subject titles and attendant Sasks. For example, a pupil 
way encounter math as that 50 minute period Jn each day where one sits 
at one's own desk, listens to the teacher's Instructions, and completes 
a worksheet on sums without talking to classmates about flying gliders 
during f:he, next recess per iod. I' The structural characteristics of s 
curriculum, then, can be conceived in terms of the temporal ordering of 
different forms of activities. What effect does variations in these have - 
on the level and content of student learning? 
The Temporal Structure of Activities. 

The amount of time spent in an activity and its relationship to the 
level of learning have received considerable attention among educational 
researchers. At the most indiscriminate level, the length of the school 
year may predict how much children learn: the more time students spend 
in school, the larger. their achievement gains on standardized tests 
(Wiley, 1975).'^ Similarly, the amount of time an individual is actively 
engaged in a part icular activity (t ime-on-task) seems to affect learning 
higher ievels of achievement result from longer aptive involvements in 
the tasi< (Carrol 1^ . 1963; Bloom, ig?'*). The al locat lon,^ of time to activities 



then, seems to be an Important characteristic of schooling evironmants. 
The leve! of students' learning may be Influenced by the way {n which 
schools,- curriculum tracks, classrooms, and subgroup! ngs within a 
'.:lassroom specify the length of time students spend In particular sets 
of activities. 

Current models of time, however, remain very limited. Differences 
among activities and their interrelation in an activity structure have 
not been considered. The relationship between time and learning, for 
example, probably is not linear.; Activities may vary In the time required 
to jnaster the knowledge and skills associated with them;. In part, this 
may be a property of the activity itself. Some tasks involve a longer 
sequence of component steps or are more complex than others. To the ' 
extent that fixeH time periods are allocated to certain subjects--as they 
are in many elementary classrooms and secondary schools — certain efficacious 
learning activities either may be prohibited or, when used,. may not adequately 
reinforce the knowledge and ski 1 Is involved because the instrumental reward 
value of task completion 5s withheld. The organization of time at the school 
level Trtay affect the types of activities used in instruction. Moreover, 
Students may vary in the time It takes them to master an activity; Some, 
children may require nore time to complete a task or rpore repetitions to 
Instill the behavioral patterns or content of an activity; others less time. 
The pacl-ng and sequencing of tasks in an activity structure as well as Its ~ 
f Icjxibi J-I ty to accomodate different rates of mastery may haye Important effects 
on" learning. The value of flexible time frames for activities has been examined 



by reference to each student's aptitude for the activity; aptitude 
being defined as the amount of time needed to master the. cofnponent 
parts of the task (Carroll, 1963; BJoom, 1965) -1^ The sequencing of 
instruction is clearly linked to assess'ment and feedback about the 
development of requisite knowledge and skills^ not to rigid» fixed 
schedules. Instructional programs based on this principle generally 
seen to promote higher average levels'of achievement among participants.^ 
However, whether a program invcVves mastery ideas or not, en activity 
structure's effect on learning can he analyzed, In part, by reference to 
the way time is allocated In and among certain activities. 

. The amount of tirpe spent in particular activity or in repetitions 
of It may not be the only parameter affecting learning. Experience iln 
similar act ivities--ones that Involve some of the same component skills 
or knowledge, but not necessar i ly* the same goals on consequences — may 
decrease the. learning time required of any one of them. For example, 
making a scale drawing in art involves the manual dexterity required 
In handwriting as well as the knowledge of proportions and addition 
used in math. 15 When examining the effect of time on learning, the 
similarity among activities becomes an important consideration. 
At the most general level, this is recognized: reading achievement, 
for example, stems from, reading requirements in social studies and 

math as well as 'from periods labeled reading instruction. Unfortunately, 
few studies have analyzed in a very detai led fashion the overlap among 
activities in their component skills and knowledge. Though, an analysis 



of the effects of similar tasks on learning should not be limited to In- 
. school activities. The. amount of time students spend out-of-school on 
activities that are like the ones encountered in school should influence 
their achievements. For example, the reading a ^jhiid does at home, including . 
that which is assigned as homework, contributes to reading achievement 
The isomorphism among activities and activity settings mediate the effects, 
of their temporal ordcrlns. However, the degree of similarity also influences 
the breath of knowledge and skills acquired through a set of activities. 
Simply put, the more similar the nature of the activities-, the fewer the 
opportunities for developing different skills. (The nature of activity 
differences and its effect on learning will be examined later.) The diversity 
of tasks must be considered when examining the tempor,al structure of activities. 

The pacing, sequencing, and f lexibi 1 ity of time periods associated with 
particular sets of activities as well as the overlap of activities and activity 
settings icomprise basic properti^es of the activity structure. Although these 
charactej'istics, as suggested here, are far from being clear and discrete 
variables for a time analysis, the idea that learning outcomes are ai^cte'dTy 
the temporal patterning of activity types muct be incorporated into models of 
learning time. To the extent that various schooling environments differ In 
terms of these properties, students' level of learning also should differ. 
Activity Forms and Learning . ; . 

While thV^ time spent on a particular activity may influence how much a 



student learns from It, certain activity forms may be better than others J 
for teaching a set of skills. The same tlir.e allotted to different me,thods 
may produce different levels of achievement. This notion, however, 
generally has oot been supported by research on teaching. Although there 
Is no ■ way of describing differences between Instructional methods, 

most studies have not separated the effects of content, teaching materials, 
and activity forms when examining teaching methods.'^ When examined _ 
separately, usually In experimental (ties Igns,. common Instructional methods, 
such as recUatlon, discussion and seatwork, do not seem to "produce different 
levels of achievement (Stephens, '1967; Dunkln and Biddle. \Slk\ Ooyle, 1977). 
The few studies which do report differences among teaching methods— usually 
rated along some continuum from traditional to Informal or "open" teaching- 
employ data so removed from the proximal learning ^environment and the 
actual behavior of teachers and students that their results are highly . 
questionable (e.g., Wright, 1975; Bennett, I976). If teaching methods 
make a difference, It remains unclear how. 

Recent research on time-on-task, however, suggests one mechanism 
by which various Instructional methods may produce different achievement 
gains. Scott and Anderson (1976) have shown that activity types and 
level of student on- taslk behavior are assoclajted. Collective activities 
In which attention Is focused on visual material or on the teacher (as In 
recTtatlon) seem to promote relatively high rates of task-related behavior, 
whereas small group activities educe the least task involvement. Although ^ 



their study does not analyze why certain levels of on-task behavior are 
associated with certain activity forms, It does replicate part of Gump's 
(1967) findings on student participation and suggests that the use of 
certain high involvement activities may contribute to higher achievement 
gains. None of the other studies of instructional methods have assessed 
time-on-task when co/nparing teaching strategies;, hence, there !s little 
Information about the interrelationship between activity forms^ pupil 
involvement and achievement.^^ 

More indi rectly an activity's structure may affect how a teacher 
responds to students. Part of an effective teacher's skill involves ' 
the ability to diagnose moment-to-moment and day-to-day fluctuations In 
a student's or the clas^' response to instruction and to provide approprlat 
treatments. Usually, this ability has been attributed to the cognitive 
or personality characteristics of the teacher, but without much success 
In 1 inking individuals ' attitudes or traits to their actual behavior. ^9 
This view ignores the fact that teachers themselves are constrained by 
the environment in which they act; forming their behavior ip the context 
6f^ .ongoing act ivi t ies. The structure of these activities may shape what 
information liecomes available to the teacher and its meaning as well as 
how certain^responses may fit (or not fit) into the course of action. 

The col lective nature of instruct ion is one of the most apparent 
but little examined factors of class'roorti 1 ife affect ing the teacher. 
ks Jackson (1968) has indicated, the press of numbers and of time .shapes J 



a teacher's response to classroom events. Individual students' need often 
are subordinated to the class. Rather than responding to Individual 
variations in learning/teachers generally seem to u^e broad - ind i cater s 
of class performance In making their pedagogical decisions. In studying 
how curriculum units are paced, for example, Dahilo* (1S71) has" argued 
that teachers tend to monitor the progress of a small group of pupils, 
usually those in the lower 10th to 25th percentile of the class aptitude 
distribution. These students become a "criterion steering group" for 
the teacher's decisions about when to end one lesson and begin a new one.» 
Since progress is referenced to the achievement ahhut \5% of the class, 
students who learn considerably faster than this group must wait or 
receive other assignments, and those who learn more slowly may never 
have the opportunity to grasp the material. ^0 The collective nature of 
the classroom task environment forces the teacher to attend to some bits^ 
of information and not to others, to the progress of the criterion steering 
group. While^Dahllof's work demonstrates the existence of the steering group, 
particularly in traditionally organized classrooms, its has not explained how 
teachers actualjy experience the classroom group as a collectivity and how 
this in turn, shapes what information is monitored. Hence, little is known 
about why certain pu[3i Is become part -of the criterion steering .group, or about 
how- variations in instructional method and curritulum content riiay Influence 
either 'the composition of the steer 1 ng group or the nature of , what is 
moni tored. 
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In making classroom decisions, a teacher may rely on a variety of 
cues to assess pupils' learning. The avaMablllty of these cues and 
the meanings they acquire may derive from the teachers' own relationship 
to classroom activities,, As attribution theorists have recently Indicated, 
an individual's assessment of the causes of behavior are associated with 
that Individual ' s Involvement In the activity/ For example, actors and 
observers construct different accounts qf behavior; actors tend to attri- 
bute events to situational exigencies, while observers attribute the 
causes of behavior to personality trait's of the actors. These differences 
In perspective result from posl tional and interactional factors affecting ] 
the aval labi 1 ity and meaning of Information (Jones and Nisbett, 1971 
Many of the causal attributions ^bout chi Idren' s behavior that teachers 
use to make pedagogicaT decisions Involve such perceptual ly Inaccessible 
characteristics as mot I vat I on and Intent. The factors'which, shape these 
attributions also shape'decisions. The collective nature of an instruc- 
tional activity, particularly the extent to which the teacher is Involved 
with pupils in the activity, may affect subh interpersonal assessments. 
Will a teacher who Is actually engaged In the task make different attri- 
butions of intent and motivation than a teacher sho is merely a super- 
visor or observer of the action? Does jnvol vement' lead to the use of 
different cues for assessing pupils' behavior? Diffierences in attributions 
rnay affect the student: whether behavior Is thought to result- from low 
motivation or from the ambiguity and complexity of the lesson affects 



classrooin c^ecisions. To the extent that 'these decisions have a pedagogical 
Influence on students, achievement will be affected. 

In addition to attributions about motivation and intent, niany 
classroom ^^ecisions involve assessments of pupi Is' performances on In- 
structlonal tasks. . Whether a child achieving or not andrnow his 
performance compares to others" const Itute Important information. There 
are at least two ways that the activity structure may affect these 
assessments. First, the degree to which conduct Is linked to evaluations 
of achievement may depend on* the activity form. While others have described 
the relationships between "good behavior" and achievement (e.g., Jackson, 

"I968, and Dreeben, I968), this may be more true for some Instructional X., 
activities than for others* During recitation, for example, displaying ^ 
proper answering conduct Is as important as having the correct answer 

■because the success of the activity, by definition, depends on pupils 
waiting their turn to answer the teacher's questions. Where coordinated 
conduct is not^'so Important for the completion of the activity, perfor-- 
mance assessments may not involve conduct. Second, performance appraisals 
based on comparative evaluations among children also ma/ depend on the . 
nature of instruct ional activities. Comparative assessments are possible 
fcnly when pupils are engaged ih^the same task: or when various taSks are 
•standardized to a common performance norm. Little Is known about how 
teachejs use'comparisons when assessing pupils' performances and how 
the presence or absence of these affect instructional decisions concerning ^ 



pupils. Dahllof E treatment of criterion steerlng'groups tdescrlbed above} 
indicates how comparisons are used when students are engaged In^common. 
tasks and. how these affect pacing decisions. However, .when teachers 
employ a diversity of instructional tasks» where pupils are engaged in . 
individuaVlzedMe53ons,. for example,^ information for comparative atssessment may i 
unavailable. How does the multiplicity of instructional .tasks affect 
performance attributions? For example, .do teachers shift from comparative 
to individually-referenced standards as the^^actMvity' structure becomes 
more diversified? How does this affect decisions about pacing and 
sequencing of instructional activities?' What const it gtes- per formr.nce . 
Information , for the teacher ma'y\ depend on t>ie col lective character of . 
instructional activities. 

V ' ■ I' ■ .. r ■ . ^ 

The collective nature' of activities also m^y^ affect the distribution 
of Instructional assistance.^ In grpups w^^^re. members have di ff erent 

c^ptitudes (which is likely even in smal 1 wl thi n-ciassroom abi 1 i ty groupings), 
engagjyng in common tasks necessarily implies that some i ridi vidual s wi 1 1 
either finish or demonstrate competence sooner than others. Aside from 

•Issues concerning the continued motivation of those who must wait for 
others to complete the^work, the teacher faces a Jnanagerial task of . 
what to do with these students. Keeping top performers iri>he.Jesson, 
particularly if it is a recitation or discission, may facilitate the . 
teacher's work, for these students contribute to the activity and serve 
as standards for the i;est of the group. On the other .hand, bored 



students may disrupt the actfvlty or, at least, decrease the teacher's 
ability to maximize the time spent with' the poorer performers. After ' 
•they have demons t rat ed\t heir knowledge, th^^refore. these top students 
inay be given other assignments so that the teacher can continue t;he 
lesson with a smaller §roup. , , 

;in a litudy- of elementary school classrooms, Bossert (fo i - th. ^ iii t 7f9)^ 
found that teachers who used commpn, collective instructional activities 
exercised both options. Sometimes top performers served as, standards 
and facilitators for the group activity.. Other t imes /the teachers pro- 
vided these students with extra ass ignments-usual ly to read ahead &nd 
begin the next lesson— so that the smaller group of students would^ 
receive more of, the teacher's attention. In actua-l practice, however, 
the top performers received more individualized assistance than other 
students: between th4 time spent explaining the extra assignment, 
helping the students begin it, and answering questions during the work, 
the teacher allocated more than the average amount of assistance to, 
the top performers. The fact that these students had instruction paced 
at a higher rate and received more help wi th. the-i r work seemed to bolster 
their achievement advantage in the class. Moreover, the teacher benefited 
from this^ because It guaranteed that these top students would continue : 
to facilitate group activities by their good . performance. By <;ontrast. 
teachars who used collective activities tnf requervtly jirovided the most 
ass/stance to pupils having difficulty with the lessons. Certain top 



pupils could not become standards for the class, since many different 
activities were taking place at the same time. Those students who were 
doing well were expected to continue at their activity, leaving the 
teachers free to spend more time with the students who had problems. 
The collective nature of the activity structure, then, as It shapes 
the teacher's act ion al so may determine the level of learning. Activity 
structures which entail a high proportion of common, collectively 
executed tasks may help Increase the achievement diversity in a gro'jp of 
studeits. 

Summa ry 

If teaching has a technology,^ even a rudimentary one, part ov It 
consists of the choices that are jnade about the type and scheduling of 
instructional activities. At the most elemental stage, time-on-task 
directly affects the level of students" learning. The way in which time 
Is allocated to different pursuits, then, structures the learning 
experiences that are available to students. The pacing, sequencing, 
and tlexibility of activity period^, particularly in relation to the 
complexity and diversity of tasks, constitute the opportunities 
students have' for acquiring knowledge and developing slc^pls. Whatever 
the content of the curriculum or the nature of academic and non-academic 
tasks, the effect of the temporal ordering of activities on students' 
achievements must be considered. 



The form of an activity, though, Is not without Its effect. While 
the structure of an activity may not Influence the level of student 
learning directly, except perhaps through Its association with on-task * 
behavior. It may influence how teachers construct their pedagogical 
decisions. A teacher's perception of a student's or the class' 
performance may result from the patterns of Interaction inherent in 
the activity Itself. The structure of an activity, as It affects the 
bases for comparative assessment the relationship between judgments 
•of social conduct and of achievement, and the attributions concerning 
pupils' motivation, influence the way In which a t'.iihii makes such 
Instructional decisions a; the pacing of; activities und the provision 
of special assistance. Initial choices about what activities to use^ 
then, shape other classroom decisions and these. In turn, may affect 
how much pupils learn; j 

-i Activity Structures and Moral Socialization 
That schools communicate social values, normative orientations, 
attitudes, and beliefs is fairly well acknowledged* How schools generate 
commitments in their students to act in particular ways however is less 
clear. While teachers and other school staff implore students to act 
in certain ways^ the old dictum about the different moral implications 
of what Is said and of what is d.one seems to hold. Teachers often 
preach the. virtues of 4:poperatIve behavior; yet, they usually reward 
children on the basis of interpersonal competition. Principals praise 
trustworthiness, but demand hall pass.es and conduct locker searches. 
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teachers talk aboiit instilling the capacities for sel f--d i rect ion and 

independence while checking whether each pupil wrote the date In the 

proper space before allowing the class to begin a writing assignment. 

This is not to say that all school personnel are hypocrite^ or that 

moral communication is ineffective; however, the actions In which 

people engage as part of their daily activities may exemplify and 

Impart moral principles, sometimes ones that are at odds with' their 

moral instructions. This type of moral socialization — one that Is not 

dependent on, didaction but, that derives from patterns of social conduct- 

has been called the hidden curriculum of the school. 

While the hidden curriculum has largely gone unexamined fay 

educational researchers, some of its contents and mechanisms have been 

described. Dreeben*s (1968) treatment of norm learning In schools Is 

perhaps the most detailed. He argues that the characteristic structures 

of school activit ies^create situations in which children are likely to 

learn certain norms of behavior. For example, the norm of Independence 

Is fostered by ' 

the fact that school children are removed from persons with, whom 
they have already formed strong relationships of dependency, and 
the sheer size of a classroom assemblage limits each pupil's claim 
to personal contact with the teacher, and more so at the secondary 
levels than at the elen^entary. This numerical property of class- 
.rooms reduces pupils' opportunities for establishing new relatfon/^: 
ships of dependency with adults and for receiving help from them " 
(Dreeben', I968, p.67). 

The. structural properties of activity sett Ings insti 1 1 norms of conduct * 

by Treating certai n recurrent demands on students. As mentioned earlier. 



Dreeben's analysis, like most others, does not describe how variations 
In the activity structures of schools or parts of schools may affect 
moral learning. He Is interested In describing differences between, 
not within, institutions; though, many of the relationships between 
activity structures and norm learning he describes can be applied to 
subunlts within the school. 

Bidwell (1972) has extended Dreeben^s argument to outline the 
effects of different school activities. He indicates that activity 
structures affect moral socialization In two ways. Certain activities 
direptly exemplify norms of conduct and reinforce patterns of behavior 
associated with them. And, the use of characteristic sets of activities 
shape the development of patterns of interpersonal Interaction and thus 
frame the effects, of social sanctioning on emergent norms. These two 
distinctions focus attention on how the structural properties of an 
activity reinforce certain patterns of conduct and on how these patterns 
of conduct mold social relations and the effects of social influence 
or control attempts. If schools or settings within the school differ 
In the activities they employ, will the normative orientations learned 
by students who experience these different activity structures also 
differ? 

Behavioral Reinforcement In Activities 

In addition to whatever students learn about th^ content of a. subject, 
activities involve certain patterns of conduct ^from which behavioral 
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orientations may derive. For example, laboratory experiments In the 
natural sciences may be fir.e pedagogical devices for teaching the 
content of natural laws, but they also teach that careful, controlled 
manipulation of physical materials produces predictable and repl icable 
results. Likewise, doing mathematical proofs teaches both the properties 
of numerical and axiomatic systems and the values of systematic, stepv/isc 
logic and argumentation. 

The way In which the form of an activity reinforces certain attitudes 
and norms has already been outlined by Breer and Locke (I965). As 
described earlier, their theory states that certain actions are more 
instrumental than others for doing a particular task, and che successful 
completion of the task reinforces the behavior pattern. Through Its 
use In similar, recurrent task situations, this pattern becor;»es a task 
specif ic norm. To the extent that an individual faces other tasks and 
continues to successfully complete these using the same task norm, that 
norm will become a general prlnclp^<?:t of con'Juct In all situations. 
Breer and Locke's thesis implies that an analysis of activity structures 
Involves two components, a description of the activity in terms of Its 
Instrumental behavior patterns and an examination of the similarity and 
recurrence: of activities within and among task settings. 

The characteristic task properties of various school activities, 
however, have not been examined closely. One common observation^ though, 
has been made concerning the possible effects of extracurricular 
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activities. Hany of theVe Involve collective effortt where there is a 
common goal, and the task Involves some division of labor and Inter- 
dependence among group members. A prototype c example is team sports. 
Whatever else team sports engender, they do seem to instill the importance 
of coordinated action* Because participants have different assignments 
or com^>of)ent tasks to perform, the entire enterprise depends on responsive 
execution of these. Other activities also embody this norm. Cooperation 
and coordinated conduct are essential components of such activities as 
student government, service and drama clubs. Of course, not all extra- 
curricular activities are collective in nature; hence, differences In the 
availabi 1 ity of different activity forms and In participation may account 
for variations In individual and aggregate commitments to norms of coordi- 
nated, collective action. (This was true arfX>ng industrial work groups 
that Sayles (1958) studies; see earlier section-) 

Another example Involves variations among schools,^ classrooms or 
curriculum tracks In the use of laboratory training In science. If 
laboratory experience Instills commitment to empirical research or, 
at least, the value of careful systematic experimentation, science 
curricula that do not Involve laboratory work may not provide the 
experiences necessary for students to develop these norms. Likewise, 
differences In the use of systematic proofs and rote memorization in 
mathcimatlcs Instruction may account for variations In the value students 
place on these activities. Independent of their effect on math achievement 
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These examplei:* Imply that students who experience different activity 
forms, either during instruct Ion or In extracurricular activities, may 
acquire different noriDS for behavior. The provrslon of certain, activities, 
then, should influence the outcomes of moral socialization In schools. 

Whatever the form of available activities and their attendant norms, 
certain features of the structure of activities should affect the extent 
to which activity specific norms become more generalized principles of 
conduct. As Breer and Locke have indicated, norm learning from activity 
experiences occurs because .certain behavior patterns or orientations receive 
cor&ttnued reinforcement in similar activities. Therefore, just as the 
pacing, sequencing, diversity and overlap of activities may affect level 
of learning (as described before), these structural features also may In- 
fluence how activity specific norms are generalized. 

The pacing of activities, for example, influences whether or not 

4 

Students will complete an activity and be reinforced by task success. 
The time allocated to an activity must allow for the instrumental reward 
value of prescribed actions to be realized In order for these actions to 
become activity specific norms. (This need not Imply, however, that 
ac^:*:r; i t ies must be completed during one period.) A particular pattern 
of behavior, even it It Is reinforced in an activity, will not become a 
generalized norm unless It Is repeatedly used by students. Continued 
Instrumental reinforcement of behavior Is most likely to occur when the 
— same or^ simil ar activities are successfully completed. (This, of course, 

o ... 
ERIC 



IS an underlying principle In repitltions of instruction^.) Slrnllarity 
•Tiay involve the extent of* overlap between school and non-^school 
activities. Behavioral patterns and orientations that are Instru- 
mental In multiple situations are the ones that are most likely 
to become generalized principles of conduct, 

4'' 

A fourth feature of activity structures Involves the sequenci/ig 

of activities. In examining the forms of activities encountered 

by students over several school years, the norms developed in early 

activities may influence behavioral patterns used in subsequent ones* 

For example, if mathematics training begins with memorization of 

rules and formulais, students may apply this* procedure ad hoc 

In later math work, perhaps even when a more conceptual approach 

is required. When activities dp not have one set of prescribed 

"behavior, early patterns may be readily transferred to new activities, 

thus continuFng to reinforce previously learned norms. 
/, , ■ ... 

The autotellc effects of activities on norm learning, then, occur 

through the way In which certain forms fo activities Instrumental ly 
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reinforce particular patterns of behavior and certain structures of 
activities provide recurrent, similar activity forms. The generation 
of commitment to norms takes place as activity specific orientations 
are generalized to other situations. Since many sett ings- involve 
different forms of activities as welT as differences in the way these 
activities are paced, sequenced, and interrelated, normative principles 
and the strength.of commitment to them should vary among children" who 
experience different settings.' The most efficacious activity structure 
would be one that provided a set of activities which continually rein- 
forced the same set of behavior patterns. Whereas the least efficacious 
one would involve so diverse a set of activity experiences that conduct 
could not be routinized. The normative orientations that students 
acquire from activity experiences in schools, classrooms, curriculum 
tracks, and other siibsettings within the school, may. In part, result 
from these structural components of activities; variations among students 
In their normative orientations derives from the exper i ences ga i ned In 
different activity structures. 

A caveat must be mentioned: Should an analysis Indicate that variations 
In students' normative orientations are not associated with differences 
In the activity structures of schools or their parts, the effect of 
Instrumental reinforcement of norms need not be discarded. Several 
factors characterizing current schooling practices may attenuate the 
autotefic effects of activity structures. First, most school activities T 



may not h.»ve clear cut patterns of i nstrumer.tal conduct. An analysis of 
typ.ical school tasks could reveal that there are mult iple ways of 

JSuCessfully compjet ing .most activities; hence, no subset of behavior, 
receives recurrent task reinforcement. Second, school activity structures 
lj^y"?hvolve a set of tasks that are extremely dissimilar or are in- 

t 

effeciently paced and sequenced. Behavioral o^ientat ions that are 

appropriate for one activ-ty are not reinforced in others so that 

students learn only task specific strategies and not more generalized 

principles of conduct. Third, social rules governing behavior often 

may violate the instrumental actions entailed by the activity Itself 

and thus reinforce orientations that do not derive dirextly from 

activity experience.. For ei^ample, to work alone on a worksheet violates 

that cl ear instrumental reward values of cooperative behavior and of 

dividing labor. This may I nst i 1 1 conflicting behavior 'strategies in. 

students and decrease the reinforcement value of a particular activity 

* 

structure; - 

These problems, however, do not deny the importance of an activity 

\^ ' . 

structures analysis. The form and structuring of activities may "have sj 

important effects on students' norm learning. And, act;ivlty sett ings ^ 

that differ on crucial properties may account for di f ferences in normative 

* ■ * • •• 

commitments. This has not been examined by research on schooling. 

... ■ . ^- . 'X • ^ . 

Activity Structures i^hd interpersonal Relations \ 

As* a mechanism for instilling attitudes and norWatlve ori entat iqn^, 



\ 
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social reinforcement is an essential componient In an activity structures 
perspective. The effects of interpersonal influence, Identification, V } 
modeling and reference group comparisons on moral learning have been well 
documented. The methbd and content "of moral communication, particularly 
hovy attitude's and expectations are transmitted through social Interaction, 
has been a central cbncern. (See -Bidwel 1 . (1972) for an excellent review 
of hpw this, applies to schooling.) An activity structures ^model , however, 
focuses attention on factors which shape social interaction within a 
setting and on the social context in which interpersonal assessments and 
influence, occur. The structure of activities frames social re^lnforce- 
fnent. It ir<fluences who interacts with whom, the nature of that inter- 
action, and the meaning of behavior and communications. Activity structures 
affect moral socialization by defining the opportunities for and nature 
of interpersonal influence and reference gpoup comparisons. 

One of the most evident features of many school activities is their 
collective public nature.. Whatever the content of the activity, students 
usually compliete the same task at the same time and in the same place- 
Dreeben (1968) argues that the collective character of instruction provides 
the basis for learning norms of univerv^al ism and distributive justice.' 
Common tasks heighten the sense of group membersliip and instill the 
Idiea that a student Is one of a category of people who engage in a 
j^articular set of act ivi ties. This occurs not only from the use of 
common activities in the classroom but also from the differences in 

■ • . " \ 



act i les among grade levels and curriculum tracks in the;schc>oK For 
exafnple, students learn that tenth graders take U.S. History and Algebra 
whereas eleventh graders study world history and geometry, ^uA that only 
college track students fiave laboratory work in Science. Dreeben notes * 
that within the context of the school students must learn that ^'certain 
qualities that , determine their uniqueness as persons become subordinated 
to those specific characteristics in which they are alike" (1968, p,^3)*. 
Connective activities and the sense of group meinbership that may arise 
from ^Dartici pat ion in them foster interpersonal and self assessments that 
are based on categorical terms, thus reinforcing universal 1st ic norms for 
interact ion. 2' 

At the same t Ime, col 1 ect ive tasks provide a basis for differentiation 
within a group. When icidividuals engage in the sarfi act ivi ty interpersonal 
and six\f assessments can he, readily referenced to common standards of 
performance. Comparisons and social sanctions that may derive from these 
judgments are generally seen as equitable because>t35ey apply equally to 
each member of the group. In school, there are numerous common, collective 
activities, and students are distinguished by their performance on these. 
Formal testing is perhaps the most fundamental for it usually links 
performance to a reinforcer that has clear comparative meaning. Grades 
and test scores become a common criterion by which students are judged. 
What stL^dents learn from this Is, that "each receives accordlnc) to his own 
performance."\ 



3S 



However, activity structures va rys^?h, the extent to which task 
perforniance affects . Interpersonal assessments and differentiation 
within .a group. When students are not engaged in common tasks, any 
comparative evaluations must be made en criteria other than relative 
achievement.^ In a study of eleinentary schooj classrooms, Bbssert (forthcoming) 
found that the way students evaluated one .another and chose friends 
were l inked to the activity\tructures of thei r clasisnooms. Where '^roup 
^recitation and other common assignments O^.g., worksheets and booklets) . 
|iwere the most frequent Instructionst activities, relativ^gf ecadc*mic 
performance played an fmportarit role in tbet.- children's assessments of 
themselves cind their peers. Performance V5a$ a stated criterion for 
friendship among mos^ of the students, and friendship cliques generally 
contained only childrer? achieving at similar levels> By contrast, in 
ckissrooms which had few common group activities and relied largely on 
Individual ized and student- ini t lated small group projects (multi-task 
organized classes)', Interpersor^al assessments rarely were based or task 
performance and the. fihi Idren did not s^Ject friends according to their 
relative academic standing in the class. Bossert argues that common, 
collective activities, particularly when clearly linked to a formal 
reward system that is based on comparative judgments of performance, 
foster the development of a ccnipctitive status system within a class- 
room, ivhe re status and interpersonal bonding depend on individual 
performance. This decreases overal 1 group' cohes ion and reinforces 
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social relationi^ that support pupils* productivity and the chances for 
obtaining rewarcs. When a classroom^ s Instruct ional organization in- 
volves a variety of different activities occurring simu1taneoK-s?y, there 
is little brssis for comparative assessments of ta?k performance. Pupils 
are free to establish socjal relat lort^^fps without regard for their In- 
strumental reward value In^ obtaining performance recognition. 

Although these children's orientation to cooperative and competitive 
norms were not measured di rectl'y, Bossert*s research Indicates that a 
classroom's activity structure msiy have Important effects on how Children 
iearn these norms. Students in the multj-task organized classrooms were 
very cooperative. They worked well 'in any subgroup of the class^ even 
kf normal* friendship associations wcsre broken by group assignments. The 
other children, by contrast, did not want to split up their performance 
homogeneous cliques and often persuaded their teacher not to dp so. 
There was a high wl thin-group sol idarl ty but considerable between-group 
competition expressed In play activities as well as in academic tasks. 
The patterns of social relations arnong children exemplified different 
norms of competition and cooperation. While It seems unlikely thai; 
generalized norms for Interaction would result from one' year of parti- 
cipation in a particular activity structure, differences in these 
children's assessments of peers and their social ties were linked to 
differences |n their classroom act Ivi ty experiences. Variations In the 
activity structures that children experience over several years may 



account for differences In thefr normative orientations. 

The effects on norm learning of variations In student's social 
ties that result from different activity structures Is most clearly 
Illustrated In Whitens (1978) study of two graduate business schools. 
OneNchool has a highly Individualized program of study with few 
cdn^Ti^, core courses, and students are encouraged to enroll in classes 
In other parts of the uniyersltV. The second school has a rigidly ^ 
organized first year prog ramj^^^t al lows few options. Students at this 
school altStf^re assigned to smal 1 groups which receive collective 
assignments In many of theJr first year courses as well as a budget for 
social activities. Ar"the' first school , social relationships were diverse 
and Th^^mented. de^ organlzed^soclal activities within. the school. 
By cbntras^V^^grbup sol idarlty was exceed ing>.V high at the other schooC^_ 
and remained a o 'even during the second year of the program when first 
year groufij^ngsj had no formal status, group assignments were less pre-^ 
valent, and students selected specialty courses. Many of these ^ \ 

groups. In fact, chose the specialty In which they would enroll collectively.. 

< 

White argues that different work norrffe^ developed among students at 
Chese two schools. At the first school^^^^Vjjd^^^ ^.xpresse^^n orientation 
to individual ized Study and. In fact, col Iaborat;^d Infrequently on course 
assignments. Students at the other sch(^l developed'Vtrong cooperative 

riM^ies and shared work even when their Instructors proscribed colJab*- 
oration. ^M9reover, as all of these students began maklng^career decisions 



and selecting types of work situations Jn which to seek employment, 
Jheir occupational preferences mirrored their orientations to school 
wonk. Students^ at the first school consistently stated a preference 
fon a carreer that would allow them to define their own objectives and 
worrk independently. Students from the other school favored jobs where 
they could work as a team and do collective problem' sol ving. These 
work norms were not an explicit part of the curriculum- ?nut resulted 
front the social organization of instruction. White's ret'earch demonstrates 
that the experiences and social relationships that derive from an actl- 
VI ty. structure influence students ' normative or ientat ions* 

One difference between White's and Bossert's studies should be noted 
here. While the latter found that classroom-to-classroom variations in 
activity structures influenced student's behavioral orientations, the . 
former indicates that these ar^^e relatively unimportant and that the 
activity structure of the school shaped students' work norms. The unit 

of analysis, then, may vary In activity structure models of different 

• ... - 

settings. When schooling experiences are limited to one classroom group, 
as th.ey are in most elementary and pre-school settings, the structure of 
activities In that classroom clearly shapes oppportunfties for Interaction 
and the soc I a 1 rel a 1 1 onsh I ps tha t devel op among s t uden t s and between 
students and teacher. However, when the organization of instruction 
and other $chool activities involves separate classes that may vary in 
their c6mposItion, as in /oost secondary schools and colleges, students' 
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experiences in a curriculum track or of d university department, for 
example, may be the fnore important determinant of social relations. An 
activity structures jnodel focuses attention on groupings In which members 
have a common, . recurrent set of experiences. Groups thr,t either are too I 
?uch as the entire school at the elementary and secondary levels 
^ te only a small and fragmented part of students; activity 
experiences^— ^silt^ as one course in high scfiools or colleges— 5o not contain 
the stable patterns of social relationships in which social control and 
. Interpersonal influence are normally exercised and obtain their effects. ^2 
When analyses t-f schooling effects do not cap jre the appropriate inter-> 
action groups, they may aggregate disparate experiences or miss important 
Interactions that shape students' orientations'! Variations among inter-^ 
/action groups in the typesof activities meri^bers experience should Induce 
different patterns of interaction within the group and, thus, shape the 
effects of social reinforcement on norm learning. 

The effect of activity structures on other relational norms can be 
suggested here. Independence, autonomy, and self-direction may have their' 
antecedents in patterns of. interact ion i:hat arise from certain structures 
of activities. Oreeben (I968), for example, noted that self-sufficiency 
is reinforced in activities that involve individual rather than 'group work. 
Learning to w6rk alone necessitates breaking patterns of dependency which 
can develop from cooperative tasks (like most of those experienced in the 
family). Any division of I^>^>or within an activity precludes reward 



Individual performance, ""thus limiting social reinforcement' for independent 
work. (This was also indicated In White's study.) Autonomous and self- 
directed behavior, however, may.Yequlre more than simply learning to 
work by oneself. Bossert ( f or thcoming ) suggests that self-directed work 
behavior among elementary school pupils Is associated with activity 
experiences, in which teacher control and direction is minimal. Students 
^in classrooms that relied heavily on group recitation and seatwork^-tasks 
which entail hioh levels of teacher corttrol--showed little self-directed 
behavior when confronted with new,, fairly undefined activity settings. 
While learning to work alone, thes'e students were dependent on their 
teachers for specification of proper work procedures/ By contrast, 
children from classes that employed numerous individual and small group 
projects In which they were encouraged to choose and organize their own 
tasks learned to begin new activities on their own <jr/i thou t waiting for 
detailed instructions (sometimes to the dismay of their teachers). Parti- 
cipation in different activity structures, therefore, may reinforce 
distinctive patterns of interpersonal relations and, hence, engender 
different normative orientations. 
Summary 

The contribution of schooling to moral comnitments has been suggested 
by many writers since Durkheim's early formulation of moral education. 
However., t^e processes that affect norm learning in schools have not been 
studies, di roctly. 23 An activity structures perspective suggests some of 



the mechanisms by which schools produce moral outcomes. Norms may be 
directly exemplied by patterns of conduct Inherent In an activity (e.g., 
cooperation norms from tasks entailing coordinated action). Learning 
these norms c-epends on having recurrent, successful experiences In the 
activity Itself, and^not necessar i ly on social reinforcement of behavior 
patterns. However, when particular patterns of conduct are socially 
sanctioned. It must be recognized that interpersonal Influence and 
social control are exercised In the context of an activity structure. 
Their effects are linked to the structure of social relations which 
derives from the activity pattern.. The use of. reference group or Inter-:-, 
personal comparisons, f or,;exampl e, depends on withln-group identif icat Ions 
and common performance, standards which can derive from common recurrent 
activities^ Schools provide activity structures that differ form other 
settings experienced by students, thus Increasing their repetolre of 
behavioi^al norms. School s/ also may vary among themselves or may contain, 
subsettings which vary in the characteristic activity structures they 
employ. These variations have not been extensively examined In research 
on schooling but should provide clues for discriminating among schooling 
settings In their Impact on norm learning. 

Interrelations Between Moral and Technical Socialization 
While It Is analytically useful to separate moral and technical 
socialization, activity structure effects in one may Influence the other. 



A most apparent area of Interrelation is an the effect of stud?»-nt motivation 
or commitment to school on other schooling outcomes: The greater the 
commitment to school activities, the greater the Impact of these activities 
on technical and other moral outcomes. Beside the mot ivations, aspirations , 
and commitments generated by non-school situations, the structure of 
school activities Itself may contribute to or detract from the development 
of positive orientations for task engagement .^^ 

For example, the pacing and sequencing of activities, aside from their 
direct reinforcement effects (see earlier section on the temporal structure 
of activities), may influence the degree of student engagement in these 
activities. When too r^lowly paced, tasks may Inst i 11 boredom and students 
will lose interest. Contrarily, activities that are paced too quickly, not 
allowing students to obtain instrumental reinforcements for task success, 
also may decrease students' satisfaction and interest in the activity and 
their willingness to becom^ actively involved. Moreover, a certain degree 
of diversity among activities may be necessary to insure task engagement. * 
Even thv-ugh the subject or content of actiytties may change, repititions 
of the same form of activity may decrease students' work involvement. How 
such features of the activlLy structure affect motivation for task engage- 
ment have not been examined but may provide important explanations for 
schooling outcomes. 

More indirectly, commitment to school and, hence, the power of activity 
experiences to shape both technical and moral outcomes may 



derive from the effect an activity structure has on the teacher-pupil 
relationship. For example, BIdwell (1970) has argued that a teacKer 
must establish a relationship of trust between himsel f and his pupils 
In order to overcome the potentially hostile situation of control that 
may result from students' Involuntary recruitment Into schools. ''Student 
trust In teachers Is of the greatest Importance In teaching as It generates 
'Those_^ffect]ye J)onds between teachers and students • . • that generate 
in students motivation to learn (whatever the content to be learned) In- 
dependently of teacher demands for compliance" (Bidwell (1970, p. 50). 
A teacher seemingly cannot rely on the authority of office to control 
pupils; personal bonds oof trust anil rapport are necessary tor gaining 
p^^il compliance and promoting learning within a classroom. 

In his theoretical treatment of teacher authority and student unrest, 
Spady (197^) further elaborates the importance of, trust for promoting 
achievement and commitment to school. He argues that a teacher cannot 
simply rely on the exercise of power; this results in a confrontation 
between teacher demands and pupil desires and can cause pupil alienation. 
To provide a conducive learning environment, the teacher must ga'in the 
willing compliance of his pupils. Spady notes that a teacher accomplishes 
this by showing that he Is concerned about hfs pupil's welfare and by 
demonstrating his ability to provide stimulating learning tasks. 
Teache?s who rely primarily on the exercise of formal. Institutional 
authority ^ill not be able to develop affective bonds that promote 



willing compliance, motivation to learn, and achievement among their 
pupils (though, no empirical examination of this hypothesis has been 
made). 

In their arguments, Bidwell and Spady seem to assume that a teacher's 
ability to establish trust and rapport with students |s primarily a 
consequence of the teacher's Individual characteristics. However, the 
exercise of authority and the expression of empathy may not be solely a 
consequence of teacher personali ty. Bos sert (1977; fo'rt h coiiiiii g) has argued 
that the exercise of teacher authority and the resulting forms of teacher- 
pupil rapport are linked to a classroom's activity structure. Teachers 
who relied on recitation were less able to establish close social ties 
with their students than were teachers who primarily utilized small group 
and individualized projects. Recitation places teachers at the center'^bf 
control: its forces them to rely on equitable, impersonal sanctions 
(usually short verbal desists) and on the authority of office rather than 
on more personalized Influence mechanisms. By contrast, small group and 
individualized instruction increases opportunities for teachers to covertly 

t 

"bend" classroom rules to handle individual problems and facilitates 
teacher involvement in, .rather than simply teacher direction of, the 
activity. This created a consideraly stronger sense of r.3pport between 
teacher and students than that which occurevi in the recitation organized 
classes?5 Thi chi Idren , In the study explicitly expressed the importance 
of personalized treatment and teacher participation for close social 
bonds. It was not that the teachers who uSed recitation were less 



concerned or less enipathfc, but rather that recitation precludes the 

Inyividuallzat Ion and Involvement 'alJdwed by other activities. 

Unfortunately, Bossert did not test the'* relationship between 

activity structure, .teacher rapport and control, and achievement. 

However, If Bidwell and Spady are correct in their hypotheses than the 

" ■ ' . . \ . ' ■■ 

degree of trust and rapport . in 'the teacher-pupi K.relatcionship affects 

students' achievements , tlie activity structure may ^prove an import*:nt 

mediating factor. While activity structures may have direct effects 

on student learning, their Indirect effects on commitment to school must. 

also be examined. Mot-lvation anc commitments can. derive from the social 

relations that develop within schools, and thus the activity structure 

« . 3. " 

as it affects, opportunities and forms of social Interaction becomes an 

Important i or tor. ' " / 

# * 

The effect of technical socialization on moral socialization is less 
clear. As Bidwell (1972) has indicated, much of the moral content of 
schooling is transmitted directly as part of the technical program of 
study. Moral autonomy, for example, may depend on a person learning 
about the historical range of values, attitudes and motives that have 
governed societies. Developing the view that moral or^s are not 
fixed and that moral contradictions and dilemmas are inevitable in 
complex societies may stem from the content learned in schooV activities 
(e.g. , 'jiistory, sociology, civics, etc.) and necessarily precede the 
development of moral commitments to autonomy. !iow activity structures; 
transmit the moral contents and reir.^orce their applicant social , relations 
is an important but unexamihed area of cfudv. 



- ^8 - 



An Activity Structures Perspective 

The search for causal relati: ships between school structures ap,d 
student outcomes has taker educational researchers far away from exploring 
the nature of and interrelations amoivg constitutive elements of the schorUng 
experience. School research generally hes suffered from a "black box" approach 
Bnd from highly indiyidus] istic models of conduct. Many studies measure only 
••^inputs" and "outputs" without attempting to discern or assess processes that 
shape teacher and student behavior. Even when behavior is examined^ personal 

characteristics of the actors, such as attitudes and personality traits, 

■ - .t ■ ■ . ^j. 

are conscdered th<^ primary determinants of action. These approaches have 

' f ' ' 

contributed little to an understanding of schooling prc:cisely because both 
ignore the fact that ed»jc3tion Is a social actf^lty — its outcome influenced 
by its form of social organization. An activity structiires perspective dis- 
closes some of the contents of the educationaV "black box" and moves J)eyond 
slmpMlstic models of behavior. It rests on the notion that individuals 
exparience their world in the context of their pursuits: Activities mold 
individual experience by structuring the temporal and reciprocal rclctiorii: 
among phenomena and actions. The nature and organization of recurrent 
activity experiences constitute the learning environment.^ 

^TK7s"-^rspect { Vie focuses attention on several Important factors* At a 
nxDSt basic 1 cvel , the activity structure specifies what tasks are encountered 
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and the lenjgth of time and number of repitltions involved. What students 
learn is directly related to the opportunities for erigagement in specific 
activities with particular technical and moral contents. But, whatever 
the content,^ level of learning is influenced by the temporal ordering o? ^ 
activ?"ies. The pacing, sequencing and s[.nTlartty among activities determines 
whether the knowledge and skills Implied in the task will be mastered. Tf&re 
'iiiust be ample opportunity for the student to complete the activity and. 
er^Munter sufficient repitltions in the same task or similar tasks. In- 
effectively oaced and sequenced activities not only decrease the value of 
their Jqstrumental reward properties but also may decrease student motiva- 
tion to actively engage in the tasks. Pacing and sequencing probably depend 
on the complexity of tevks and their similarity to other school and non-school 
activities as well as on the aptitude of students. To the extent that schools 
or subsettings witSvJn school v differ in their temporcil structuring of acti- 
vities, they should educe different Jevels of student learning. 

The form of an activity has both direct and indirect effecits on student 
outcomes. Certain activities may induce higher, levels of student involvement 
and hence stimulate greater achievement by increasing students*^ t ime-on-task. 
Moreover, activity forms themselves embody technical and moral contents: 
behavioral skills and orientations derive from an activity as H structures 
instrumental 'and social relnforct^ntents of behavior. Linked |n a temporal 
structure, activity forms detarmlne the development of activity sj>ecjfic 
i>Jc.ins and norms and which of these receive continued reinforcement, thus 



becoming JDore generalized knowledge and norms, tiore Indi rectly, the 
activity structure shapes Interpersonal relations by determining the 
opportunlticL. for Interaction and the bases for social assessments. 
A teacher's pedagogical decisions, for example, may be Importantly 
shaped by the way In which an activity form structures Information and 
cues about students' perforir^ances ai)d conduct. !n addition, the cixercise 
of control and authority and the distribution of IndlvrduaUzed Instruc- 
tional assistance seem to be shaped by an activity structure. These 
features of tKe teacher-pupil relationship should have observable effects 
on what children lesrn. Social reinforcement of behavioral orientations 
also occurs through peer relations. An activity structure, particularly 
the extent to which students engage In common collective tasks, affects 
the n£?ture.,of students social ties. Interpersonal Influence and cont.rol 
obtain their effects through these ties. 

Students experience school I ng as a set of activities. To the extent 
that these activity experiences differ, so to should the technical and 
moral outcomes derived from schooling. An activity structures perspective 
penetrates Into the everyday workings of the school . It focuses on the 
daily V recurrent experiences of students and teachers; how behavioral 
patterns are reinforced, how social relations develop and shape influence 
and cor^trol attempts, and how* activity forms themselves commlinic'c^te moral 
principles. Unfortunately, little is known about concrete variations in 
act ivity 'structures among schools and their parts or about how children 



are sorted (or sort themselves) among various activity settlnns. How dif- 
ferent are students activity experiences over several years; are there 
Indivlduc^] variations as children progress through school, or do schools^or 
school districts vary in terms, of the types of activity organizations they 
provide? What effect does length of participation in a particular activity 
struqt:ure have on learning? Are'* there crucial periods In a child's develop- . . 
ment that make expositre to a particular activity structure more influential 
than others? What are the relationships betweer) activity structures encoun- 
tered in the home and those employed in the scho<r>17 

These questions imply that research on schooling processes and out- 
comes must examine how variations in the form, content, end timing of students* 
activity experiences affect their learning. There is a small body of research* 
that has begun to do this. . Single and comparative case studies, usucilly em-- 
plo/ing ethnographic and field research methods to examfne classroom and school 
Jnteract Ions, are beginning to geneiijte a set of grounded propositions about 
schooling processes that capture the complexity of interrelationships between 
Structural elements and social behovlor (Ri cher, 1975; Coyle, 1977)« The most 
useful of these employ comparative case designs, where the cases repres&nt 
distinctive variations in one or several important dimensions. Since most 
classrooms and schools seem to employ an extremely 1 imi ted range of activity 
forms — as Hoekter and Ahlbrand (19^9) have noted, ic^ci tat ?oh is probably ^ 
the iDOSt common Instructional form choosing cases that are likely to Illumi- 
nate contrasting patterns wil! produce the most useful and productive results.^' 



For example,, If teacher attributions of children's performances vary by 
activity types (as suggested earlier), a research design might 'nvo!ve 
observing several teachers, some of whom use the sa;ne type of activities' 
and some of whom. use different activities. Systematic and detailed com- 
parisons among cases are e>tremely important. ^ 

Ethnographic techniques and small, comparative case studies, .however, 
are not immune to some of the problems that have plagued most standard 
research on schooling effects,^^ The usefof extremely global charaicter- 
izat.ions of social phenomena and of catefgorizat ions or Indicators that 
are hi^'sly renrioved from the interaction settings of everyday school life 
will continue to produce imprecise pictures of schooling processes. For 
examplk, relying on teachers' instructional or ientat ioni», as expV^€;ssed In 

their pedagogical attitudes or self reports of classroom behavior (such as 

^ . ■ ' ■ ■ ■ , 

time logs), and on aggregate scores of student achievement to investigate 

/» - ', . 

classroom structural effects cannot capture the relationships between the 

t.eacher's rxtion, students* behavior, and concrete classroom events. Atti- 
tude's arf. poor predictors of behavior, and self reports tend to mJrror 
official categories for lessons, not actual practice. Moreover, to describe 
y^^hools and classrooms as "open" or "traditional" or teachers as "formal" 
or "informal" tells almost nothipg about the specific activities in which 
^\ildren and teachersMr^teract or about tfie variations, in experiences that 
can occur within a single classroom and school. Studies must be sensitive to 
these variations and develop descriptive and analytic categories that ade- 



quately link activity jtructures, the experience of then,, and concrete 
behavior. . ^ ^ 

• In part, many of the problems with current schooling research stem from 
the improper choice of analytic units. At one extreme, researchers often ' 
■ aggregate dat^rin.order to characterize the ent i re school . This ignores the ' 
fact that few students experience the daily life' of schooling as modal proper- 
ties of the entire collectivity. In elementary schools, children's exp^iences 
are defined primarily by the classroom group, and characteristics of o<her 
teachers and students may never influence the child.^S E^en in high school 
and cdUege, where fM-.hoolIng activities extend beyond a single cla55r6om, 
experiences in a . curriculum jtrack or college department may produce the 
greatest effects/particularl^ln' larger, heterogeneous . school s . At another 
extreme, the nature of dyadic Interactions between teacher and pupils has 
^ been a favorite unit for educational Vesearchers. However, this, captures only 
a fragmented part of social exchange and leaves unanalyzed the col lective 
properties of instruction. An activity structures perspectlVe, as mentioned 
before, provides a theoretically mean in^^il crtSrt^ for aggregating data. . 
IX. focuses on .groups of students and^eacfaers who* exper f ence cof«non, recurrent 
activities. Resfearch on schooling processes must not assume ad hoc that ad- 
ministrative units, such as the schooV^ homeroom, or grade Tevel , .are the most 
app,oprlat,e units for studying the Influence of structural properties on stu-, 
dents.and, teichers. In fact, more research is needed to describe the internal 
workings of the school and the'v/ays in which teachers and students are sorte'd 
i"<i selected Into various interaction groups. 
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A third problem of schooling research has been the extremely short 
sampling frame^ used ip most studies. Observations are usually gathered 
over a two hour to two week period* If an ^activity structures perspective 
Is taken seriously, there are two readily apparent sampling considerations 
that must be considered. First, to discover the nature of recurrent activities 
there must be adequate time to observe the natural cycles of school life. 
Not only do activity structures vary In the periods In which common activities 
recur "^^bmfi are da i ly, some Weekly, some monthly^^ — they also may vary over 
the year In terms of the propvOrtlon of time spent Jn activities of different 
form and content. These cycles and patterns may prove very Important for 
understanding schooling. For example, almost nothing Is known about the 
negotiation process between teacher and students (Waller, 1932); how activity 
choices and solutions to problems at the first of the year affect what can 
and will be done later. The cresive nature of classroom and school structure 
can only be examined if an investigation adequately samples the complex routines 
of school life. Second, studying the Impact of schooling aictlvl ties' on ^ 
stud^nT outcomes cannot be limited to single observation or even one year time 
frames. Most outcomes have antecedents that derive from past experiences and 
t» ose must be traced'^pl Icitly. For example, several studies of •'open" class- 
rooms assert that students exhibit more problerus with procedural behavior (coor- 
dinating movement from one activity to another) than students in "traditional 
classrpoms and that this accounts for^ the lower achievement scores of children 
I'n'many open classes. However, if, estimate-^ of the prevalence of open class- 
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rooms are correct (e.g., Bennett, 1976), most of the children observed 
in any study have never been "n open classrooms before. It seems reason- 
able to expect at least one year for children to learn the new patterns ' 
of behavior required In the open classroom and subseque.^t years for the 
effects of open structure on learning to become apparent. " Longitudinal 
data, then, is essential for examining how important consistencies and 
differences in children's activity experiences affect their learning. 

Large scale^'studies of schools and classrooms may be useful once a 
set of grounded concepts .and propositions are derived. However, the nature 
of positivistic social research makes it unsuitable for generating such 
Ideas. Although an activity structures perspective may provide useful clues 
for research, it is still only a perspective sens i t izing one to^impor- 
tant issues — and It requires more development before, clear relationships 

and variables are specified. 

' ■ ■ \ ^ 

. : / 
Whatever research designs are used to study schooling processes, 

however, they must capture the complexity of social Interactions that occur 

in school settings. Schooling is a social activity — its outcomes influenced 

by its form of social organization. An activity structures perspective, 

focusing on the fojr^ and organization of recurrent ' act iviti es, discltn^es the 

variable cOi(di tions in which students and teachers interact and form social 

ties, experience social sanctions, and make judgments about themselves and 

others." The structure of activities shapes how students and teachers experience 

the curriculum, the allocation of resources and rewards, and the pedagogical 

decisions teachers make. These affect what is learned in schools. 



NOTES 



1. A detailed critique of this problem w^Ul not be repeated here* See 
Spady 0973) and Barr and Preebe^ (1977). 

2. See Cohen (1975). " . - 

3. See Mead (193^), Blumer (1969), Berger and luckmann (1966), and Schultz 
. (1970). > , 

A similar example of this procx^ss can be found fn Merton's (19^9) 
treatment o^* bureaucratic personality. 

5. See Doyle (IS77) for a detailed critique. 

6. In part. Bloom's (1956) taxonomy of behavioral objectives represents 
such an attempt for some schooling goals. 

7. Behavioral learning theories apply here. 

8. Bidwell (1972, p.l) usefully distinguishes between technical social Izs-- 
tion - "developing intellective and motor skills and learning Items of 
information and systems of though|: that organize them'- and moral 
socialization - acquiring values and goals for conduct and learning 

to be responsive to moral rules (norms). 

9. See Walker and Schaffarzick (I97A): 

10. There are many definitions of curriculum structure; see Posner C]97fj) 
for a brief review. 

11. Though, In fact, flying model airplanes on the playground may constitute 
an effective experience In math If-students recognize and attempt to 
compute relationships between the time and distance of flight. 

12. Karweit (1976) could not replicate the relationship between time in 
school and student achievement. 

13. This assumes a given level of perserverence .and quality of instructional 
materials. 

Ih. This effect Is not always clear because mastery techniques seem to Imply 
a technical '/Dodel of instruction which usually cannot be Implemented 
adequately in the normal* classroom situation. See Barr and Dreeben (1977) 
for a discussion of this. 
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15. Whether a students' cognitive awareness of the overlap among activities 
serves as a motivation for performance will be considered later. 

16. A reasonable conceptualization of ona of the links between "family 
background" and school achle' emeht ray be |n the degree of overlap 
In their activity structures. 

J7. Even tHbugh a nuroBer of schemes for analyzing the activity forms In 
classroom lessons have been developed, none of these have been used 
to assess achievement outcomes. See Herbert (1967), Perkins (1974), 
Gump (1967), and Adams and Biddle (1970). 

18. Recently, many Jques of "open" classrooms and schools Indicate" that 
these methods decrease the on-task behavior of students, mainly because 
or. thetime involved in movement from one learning area to another and 
in giving instructions about such movement. However, It Is unclear 
whether this Is an Inherent property of these methods, due to poor 
coordination and planning among teac^hers who use these methods, or a 
function of | ts novelty to students who must learn new behavioral ; 
orientations. / 

19. Studies of classroom teaching showno significant relationships between 
behavior and traits, attitudes or expectations (Dunkioand Biddle. 1974: 
Doyle, 1977;. 

20. Dahllof also argues that^withln school groupings by ability will 
naturally increase differences in pupil groups because teachers 

■ will pace instruction with reference to different criterion steering 
groups. ' 

21. Dreeben also notes the Importance of age grading for' st Imulat Ing 
within group comparisons. > 

22. This Is not to Imply that associations in these groupings cannot 
affect students. Even fleeting Interactions may Instill normative 
orientations. However, ^the most consistent and enduring effects should' 
occur In stable, recurrent Interactions. Moreover, larger aggregate 
units may be appropriate analyt leal units of subsettings within them 
all provide the same ability experiences. However, this cannot be 
assumed; It must be explicitly examined. 

23. Studies of school "climate" may qualify here. However, as Bidwell (1572, 
tf p...2i notes, these have not clearly def Ined "cl imate" or provided 
dynamic models of how the|r effects are obtained. 

" . ■ . ^ ' ■ • 

2k. Some actfvltles may Be more Intrrnslcan'y satisfying than others, and 
this may result from motivations and aspirations that are generated 
from out-of-school experiences and social relations, 

25. Of course, teachers who are Inept at handling the coordination of multiple 
activities may lose the respect of their students and, hence, generate less 
rapport than teachers who competently use recitation methods. 

^ ^' •. " 



26. -This does not imply that standard, hypothesis-testing designs must 
be followed. 'Cases may be chosen to represent ''hunches" derived * 
from the activity structures perspective, with the exact parameters 
of the differences generated during the study Itself (following 
Becker '5.11958] guide for sequential analysis of field data). 

21. See Pondy and Olson (1977) for a useful* discussion of selecting 
"extreme** , cases 'in social research. 

28. Many studies in the "new wave'* of anthropological and sociological 
ethnographic research fail to follow standard techniques of sampling, 
concept develop and analytic rigor for field /visearch. 

29. This is not to say that aggregate characteristics have no effect, 
but rather that their Influence Is obtained through the action 
that occurs in a classroom practice can alternate or modify the 
effects of modal characteristics. 

30. One example of a monthly- cycle Is a school run on strict behavior istic 
• evaluations of students-* performances (social and academic). Children 

accrued points for good behavior, etc. and "cashed them in** at the 
end of each month for tickets to films and other prizes at the 
"School Bash." The children and teachers responded to this by 
developing elaborate-accounting schemed to calculate the relative 
•"worth" of engaging in certain acts during the month. 

31. Bossert (f<w:44^y&©fli4^/ has examined how early activity choices 
affect the development of peer networks ard pcJagogical decisions 
that occur later in the school year^ 
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